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Mr. Merkel contacted the examiner in response to the Advisory Action in which the examiner stated that the new 
claims were of the same scope as the previously rejected claims. Mr. Merkel explained that limitations from claims 
which were previously indicated as allowable were in the new claims and therefore, the scope of the new claims is 
different from the previously rejected claims. Mr. Merkel's comments were convincing. The examiner stated that a 
notice of allowability would be prepared. The examiner further requested permission to make an examiner's 
amendment to amend Claim 3 to make it depend from Claim 1 . Permission was given. 




